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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . The amendment filed 9/21/2005 have been entered and made of record. 

2. Applicant's amendment respect to claims 1-46 and the declaration pursuant to 37 
C, F, R. 1 .131 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

3. Claims 1 -46 are unchanged and remaining pending. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 5 and 20 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) 
in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

Claims 5 recites the limitation "total available upstream (downstream) 
bandwidth". Claim 5 depends on claim 1. Claim 1 recites the limitation "required 
upstream (downstream) bit rate". It is known in the art that the transmission bandwidth 
is a shared resource. Thus, the required upstream/downstream bandwidth 
corresponding to the required upstream/downstream bit rate can not be more than the 
total available upstream/downstream bandwidth. The extreme situation is they are 
equal. Therefore, Claim 5 failed to further limit claim 1. 
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Claim 20 is objected for the same reason set for claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 8, 23 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 

Claim 8 provides for the use of claims 6 and 7, but, since the claim does not set 
forth any steps involved in the method/process, it is unclear what method/process 
applicant is intending to encompass. A claim is indefinite where it merely recites a use 
without any active, positive steps delimiting how this use is actually practiced. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed recitation of a use, 
without setting forth any steps involved in the process, results in an improper definition 
of a process, i.e., results in a claim which is not a proper process claim under 35 
U.S.C. 101 . See for example Ex parte Dunki, 153 USPQ 678 (Bd.App. 1967) and 
Clinical Products, Ltd. v. Brenner, 255 F. Supp. 131, 149 USPQ 475 (D.D.C. 1966). 

Claims 23 and 39 are rejected for the same reason as claim 8. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a 
patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and 
was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1, 13,16 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Lu et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6,351,487 B1). 

Regarding claim 1, Lu teaches a method for adapting a digital subscriber line 
(DSL) communications duplexing ratio to meet user application needs, comprising the 
steps of: 

determining, for a new DSL loop communication (a new connection), a required 
upstream bit rate and a required downstream bit rate for the user application (col. 4 
lines 12-31 and col. 19 lines 22-50); 

dividing the required upstream bit rate by the required downstream bit rate to 
obtain a desired duplexing ratio for the new DSL communication ( in Lu, the duplex ratio 
is defined as downstream to upstream; it serves the same purpose as for upstream to 
downstream in the current application) (col. 4 lines 12-31 and col. 21 lines 33-67 and 
col. 22 lines 1-2); and 
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adapting a duplexing ratio implemented by a DSL modem in support of the new 
DSL loop communication to at least approximate the desired duplexing ratio (col. 4 lines 
12-31 and col. 21 lines 33-67 and col. 22 lines 1-2). 

Claim 16 is an apparatus claim of method claim 1 , therefore, it is rejected for the 
same reason as for claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 13, Lu further teaches that teaches that the DSL modem is 
selectively configurable to implement any one of a plurality of discrete duplexing ratios, 
the step of adapting further comprising the step of selecting a certain one of the discrete 
duplexing ratios that most closely meets the desired duplexing ratio (col. 20 lines 42- 
57). 

Claim 28 is an apparatus claim of method claim 13, therefore, it is rejected for the 
same reason as for claim 13. 

7. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Cole (WO 
00/52894). 

Regarding claim 31, Cole teaches a digital subscriber line (DSL) transceiver 
(shown in fig. 2) connected to a certain loop in a cable bundle, comprising: 
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an idle cell removal machine (receive block 1 10 in fig. 2) that is operable to 
determine for a new DSL loop communication on the certain loop a required upstream 
bit rate and a required downstream bit rate for a user application, the required upstream 
bit rate being divided by the required downstream bit rate to obtain a desired duplexing 
ratio for the new DSL communication (operates in combination with the usage 
monitoring unit 170; page 4 lines 37-41 ; page 5 lines 1-41 and page 6 lines 1-2); 

a duplexing controller (block 170 in fig. 2) operable to adapt a duplexing ratio 
implemented in support of the new DSL loop communication to at least approximate the 
desired duplexing ratio (operates in combination with the receive block 1 1 0; page 4 
lines 37-41; page 5 lines 1-41 and page 6 lines 1-2). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 2-3 and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over by Lu et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6,351 ,487 B1 ) in view of Widrow (U. S. Patent 
Application Publication No. US 20020032004 A1 ). 
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Regarding claims 2-3 and 17-18, Lu differs from the claimed invention in that 
Reddy does not specifically teach that the step of adapting the duplexing ratio 
comprises the step of adjusting analog/digital filters to alter an upstream and 
downstream bandwidth used by the modem for the new DSL loop communication. 
However, it's well known in the art that a filter is used for adjusting the upstream and 
downstream bandwidths, for example, Widrow teaches that an adaptive filter is used to 
attenuate the bandwidth (fig. 2 A; and [0040]). It's obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art to see the adaptive would be an analog filter for an analog signal, and a digital 
filter for a digital signal. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time when the invention was made to include the step of adjusting 
analog/digital filters to alter an upstream and downstream bandwidth used by the 
modem for the new DSL loop communication, as taught by Widrow in the assembly of 
Lu in order to achieve the desired bandwidth, and therefore, the desired ratio. 

9. Claims 4 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
by Lu et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6,351,487 B1) in view of Cole (WO 00/52894). 

Regarding claims 4 and 9, Lu differs from the claimed invention in that Lu does 
not specifically teach that Lu does not specifically teach the step of removing 
unnecessary idle ATM cells, and the required upstream/downstream bit rate for the new 
DSL loop communication is a bit rate needed for the new DSL loop communication 
without inclusion of unnecessary idle ATM cells. However, Cole teaches the step of 
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removing unnecessary idle ATM cells, and the required upstream/downstream bit rate 
for the new DSL loop communication is a bit rate needed for the new DSL loop 
communication without inclusion of unnecessary idle ATM cells ( page 5 lines 1-4). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
when the invention was made to include the step of removing unnecessary idle ATM 
cells, and the required upstream/downstream bit rate for the new DSL loop 
communication is a bit rate needed for the new DSL loop communication without 
inclusion of unnecessary idle ATM cells, as taught by Cole in the assembly of Lu in 
order to get the data flows on the actual data. 

10. Claim 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by 
Cole (WO 00/52894). 

Regarding claim 36, Cole differs from the claimed invention in that Cole does not 
specifically teach that the implemented duplexing ratio defines a total available 
upstream bandwidth and a total available downstream bandwidth for the new DSL loop 
communication on a certain DSL loop. However, it is known in the art that the 
transmission bandwidth is a shared resource. Thus, the required upstream/downstream 
bandwidth corresponding to the required upstream/downstream bit rate can not be more 
than the total available upstream/downstream bandwidth. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time when the invention was made to 
include the implemented duplexing ratio defines a total available upstream bandwidth 
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and a total available downstream bandwidth for the new DSL loop communication on a 
certain DSL loop, in order to efficient use the available resource. 

11. Claims 14 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over by Lu ei ai. (U. S. Patent No. 6,351 ,487 B1) in view of Shimura et al. (U. S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 20020041656). 

Regarding claims 14 and 29, Lu differs from the claimed invention in that Lu does 
not specifically teach monitoring noise on subcarriers used to implement the duplexing 
ratio for the new DSL loop communication testing if the monitored noise exceeds a 
threshold on any of the subcarriers; and if so, abandoning the subcarrier. However, 
Shimura teaches a method to measure the noise level and compare with a template to 
threshold to determine whether or not the channel (or subchannel) is qualified or not 
([0021]). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time when the invention was made to include testing if the monitored noise exceeds a 
threshold on any of the subcarriers; and if so, abandoning the subcarrier, as taught by 
Shimura in the assembly of Lu in order to maintain the good performance. 

12. Claims 15 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over by Lu et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6,351 ,487 B1) in view of Bullman (U. S. Patent No. 
6,754,186) 
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Regarding claims 15 and 30, Lu differs from the claimed invention in that Lu does 
not specifically teach canceling echoes when upstream and downstream are overlapped 
in the adapted duplexing ratio. However, Bullman teaches that if echo cancellation is 
supported at both the Central Office and the client, then the DMT system can operate in 
an overlapped spectrum mode where tones are used for both upstream and 
downstream transmissions (col.1 lines 36-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time when the invention was made to include 
canceling echoes when upstream and downstream are overlapped in the adapted 
duplexing ratio, as taught by Bullman in the assembly of Lu in order to let the method 
operate when upstream and downstream are overlapped. 

1 3. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over by Cole 
(WO 00/52894) in view of Lu et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6,351 ,487 B1). 

Regarding claim 32, Cole differs from the claimed invention in that Cole does not 
specifically teach that the duplexing controller implements any one of a plurality of 
discrete duplexing ratios, the duplexing controller being further operable to select a 
certain one of the discrete duplexing ratios that most closely meets the desired 
duplexing ratio. However, Lu teaches that teaches that the DSL modem is selectively 
configurable to implement any one of a plurality of discrete duplexing ratios, the step of 
adapting further comprising the step of selecting a certain one of the discrete duplexing 
ratios that most closely meets the desired duplexing ratio (col. 20 lines 42-57). 
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14. Claims 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over by Cole (WO 00/52894) in view of Widrow (U. S. Patent Application Publication No. 
US 20020032004 A1). 

Regarding ciaims 33 and 34, Cole differs from the claimed invention in that Cole 
does not specifically teach that the step of adapting the duplexing ratio comprises the 
step of adjusting analog/digital filters to alter an upstream and downstream bandwidth 
used by the modem for the new DSL loop communication. However, it's well known in 
the art that a filter is used for adjusting the upstream and downstream bandwidths, for 
example, Widrow teaches that an adaptive filter is used to attenuate the bandwidth (fig. 
2 A; and [0040]). It's obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to see the adaptive 
would be an analog filter for an analog signal, and a digital filter for a digital signal. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
when the invention was made to include the step of adjusting analog/digital filters to 
alter an upstream and downstream bandwidth used by the modem for the new DSL loop 
communication, as taught by Widrow in the assembly of Cole in order to achieve the 
desired bandwidth, and therefore, the desired ratio. 
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1 5. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over by Cole 
(WO 00/52894) in view of Shimura et al. (U. S. Patent Application Publication No. 
20020041656). 

Regarding claim 44, Cole differs from the claimed invention in that Cole does not 
specifically teach monitoring noise on subcarriers used to implement the duplexing ratio 
for the new DSL loop communication testing if the monitored noise exceeds a threshold 
on any of the subcarriers; and if so, abandoning the sub-carrier. However, Shimura 
teaches a method to measure the noise level and compare with a template to threshold 
to determine whether or not the channel (or subchannel) is qualified or not ([0021]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
when the invention was made to include testing if the monitored noise exceeds a 
threshold on any of the subcarriers; and if so, abandoning the subcarrier, as taught by 
Shimura in the assembly of Cole in order to maintain the good performance. 

16. Claim 45, 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by 
Cole (WO 00/52894) in view of Bullman (U. S. Patent No. 6,754,186) 

Regarding claim 45, Cole differs from the claimed invention in that Cole does not 
specifically teach canceling echoes when upstream and downstream are overlapped in 
the adapted duplexing ratio. However, Bullman teaches that if echo cancellation is 
supported at both the Central Office and the client, then the DMT system can operate in 
an overlapped spectrum mode where tones are used for both upstream and 
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downstream transmissions (col.1 lines 36-39). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time when the invention was made to include 
canceling echoes when upstream and downstream are overlapped in the adapted 
duplexing ratio, as taught by Bullman in the assembly of Cole in order to let the method 
operate when upstream and downstream are overlapped. 



Regarding claim 46, the modified assembly of Cole and Bullman further teaches 
that the echo canceller is designed to operate at a maximum overlapping bandwidth 
between the upstream and the downstream (by default, the echo canceller will work on 
the maximum overlapping as long as separating upstream and downstream signals can 
be achieved). 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1 046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
41 8 F.2d 528, 1 63 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1 969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 . 1 30(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 
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17. Claim 6-1 2, 21 -27 and 35, 37-38 and 40-43 are rejected for nonstatutory double 
patenting with copending Application No. 10029190 (PG-PUB US 200301 12858). 

Claim 6 along with the parent claims 1 and 5 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 , 7 and 8 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 200301 1 2858). Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 7 along with the parent claims 1 and 5 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 , 7 and 8 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 200301 12858). Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 8 along with the parent claims 1 and 5 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
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patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 7 and 8 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 200301 12858). Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 9 along with the parent claims 1 , 5 and 8 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 and 6 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 1 0 along with the parent claims 1 , 5 and 8 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 and 10 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 
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Claim 1 1 along with the parent claims 1 , 5 and 8 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 and 1 1 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 12 along with the parent claims 1 , 5 and 8 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 and 12 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 21 along with the parent claims 16, 19 and 20 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 13 and 19 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 
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This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 22 along with the parent claims 16, 19 and 20 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 13, 19 and 20 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 24 along with the parent claims 16, 20 and 23 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 13 and 18-20 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 25 along with the parent claims 16, 20 and 23 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
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patenting as being unpatentable over claims 13 and 18-22 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 



Claim 26 along with the parent claims 16, 20 and 23 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 13 and 23 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 27 along with the parent claims 16, 20 and 23 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 13 and 24 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 
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Claim 35 along with the parent claim 31 of current application is provisionally 
rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claims 25 and 31 of copending Application No. 10029190 (PG- 
PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 37 along with the parent claims 31 and 36 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 25 and 29 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 38 along with the parent claims 31 and 36 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 25 and 30 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 
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This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 40 along with the parent claims 31, 36 and 39 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 13 and 18-20 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 41 along with the parent claims 31 , 36 and 39 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 25 and 32 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 42 along with the parent claims 31, 36 and 39 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
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patenting as being unpatentable over claims 25 and 33 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have 
not in fact been patented. 

Claim 43 along with the parent claims 31 , 36 and 39 of current application is 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 25 and 34 of copending Application No. 
10029190 (PG-PUB US 20030112858). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other. 

This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not 
in fact been patented. 
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Conclusion 

1 8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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S^.tf . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lina Yang whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-3151 . 
The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Wednesday between 7:00 a.m. 
and 8:00 p.m. eastern standard time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (571 ) 272-3155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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